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PROCEEDINGS

Chairman’s Welcome

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) Chairman Milford Wayne Donaldson opened the
spring business meeting at 8:35 a.m. He asked Leonard Forsman to lead the Pledge of Allegiance. The
agenda was approved with a motion by Reno Franklin and second by Jordan Tannenbaum. Chairman
Donaldson appointed Shayla Shrieves recorder for the meeting. He introduced Shasta Gaughen who is the
new chairman of the National Association of Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (NATHPO). Ms.
Gaughen said she appreciates the opportunity to have a voting seat on the ACHP. Chairman Donaldson
also introduced Tom Chaleki who was Jeff Orner’s deputy for six years and noted that he is looking
forward to getting to know everyone. Members introduced themselves around the table. The Department
of Defense (DoD) has the proxy for the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) and the Department of
Agriculture. The minutes from the November business meeting were approved with a motion by Maureen
Sullivan and second by Terry Guen.

Chairman Donaldson thanked Cindy Bienvenue and Ismail Ahmed for their work organizing the business
meeting. He noted that five new Section 106 Success Stories have been published since the last meeting
and asked for submissions of more story ideas to reach a goal of 106 stories.

Tom Cassidy explained the omnibus budget agreement that was announced the previous night. The
Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) is funded at $96.9 million—the highest level in history. He also noted
increases of $1 million for State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) and Tribal Historic Preservation
Offices (THPOs) from last year’s numbers; $500,000 for the underrepresented communities grant



program; $13 million for African American Civil Rights grants; $13 million for Save America’s
Treasures; $5 million for the Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) grant program, and $5
million for a new program of preservation grants for historic properties.

John Fowler said a number of staff changes have occurred: Lynne Richmond is the new communications
and public affairs specialist; Angela McArdle is the new liaison to the VA, Ira Matt has returned to the
ACHP in the position of Native American Affairs senior program analyst; and Tanya Devonish will be
the meeting and event coordinator. Mr. Fowler noted MaryAnn Naber retired at the end of 2017, and he is
currently recruiting for the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) liaison position. VA also expanded
the liaison agreement for the ACHP to hire a VA liaison outside of DC—Claudia Nissley, a former
ACHP staffer, is now working from Colorado.

At this time, Stephen Ayers joined the table. Chairman Donaldson said Mr. Ayers recently received the
2018 Thomas Jefferson Award for Public Architectural Recipients. It is the highest award from the
American Institute of Architects to be given to a public employee as an architect, he said. Members gave
Mr. Ayers a round of applause.

Transition to Full-Time Chairman

Chairman Donaldson briefed members on the background of the full-time chairman position. The idea
came out of the 2006 Preserve America Summit and came to fruition in the centennial bill for the
National Park Service (NPS) in December 2016. On March 13, the President announced his intention to
appoint Aimee Jorjani to be the full-time chairman. She must be confirmed by the Senate, and it is
unknown how long that process will take. Chairman Donaldson said the ACHP will need to look at its
operating procedures and the strategic plan.

Mr. Fowler said the transition from part-time to full-time chairman is unprecedented. It provides an
opportunity for the ACHP to examine its structure. There are three areas: operating procedures
(assignment of authority); organizational structure; and the strategic plan. He explained the different
authorities. The operating procedures will be a focal point for member action. The organizational
structure has changed over time. This is an opportunity to revisit how the ACHP is structured and make
changes as needed. Mr. Fowler proposed the members review the operating procedures and delegation of
authority and recommend changes, develop an approach to strategic planning, and come forward in the
next business meeting with their suggestions. Chairman Donaldson said he would appoint a member task
force to oversee the transition, and members were encouraged to let him know soon if they would like to
serve on it.

Section 106 Issues

Chairman Donaldson discussed infrastructure initiatives noting the Administration sent its proposal to
Congress in February. He reminded members that in the Eisenhower era, there was a gigantic
infrastructure push right after the war, which then led to the passage of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) in 1966. Much support for the NHPA was from mayors in various cities experiencing
freeways harming historic places in their communities.

This new proposal is going to be about $2 trillion, and is long overdue, he said. U.S. infrastructure does
need to be improved quite a bit.

The ACHP has been working with the Office of Management and Budget and the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and is part of the Federal Permitting Improvement Steering Council
(FPISC).



Mr. Cassidy said the Federal Agency Programs (FAP) Committee spent a considerable amount of time
discussing infrastructure and learning more about developments on the program, policy, and legislative
fronts. Staff continues to work effectively with the FPISC to advance a number of programmatic goals
and improve Section 106 reviews for infrastructure projects. Chief among them are efforts to advance the
developments and use of a nationwide tribal contact system to improve tribal consultation on projects.

There was a great deal of discussion on the potential use of the Tribal Database System the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses to fill that need. Mr. Cassidy said the committee spent time
discussing the ACHP’s efforts to pursue Section 106-related solutions and improvements including the
work staff has done to better engage industry in infrastructure discussions.

Reid Nelson came to the table and said the ACHP has enjoyed an effective relationship and an active role
on the FPISC. The FPISC established a dashboard that tracks and provides transparency to the actions
federal agencies are taking to complete environmental reviews on very high profile and large
infrastructure projects. The ACHP is in almost weekly meetings. Mr. Nelson is the ACHP’s Chief
Environmental Review and Permitting Officer.

The ACHP is engaging on individual projects as well, and agency involvement has already demonstrated
the ACHP can work with agencies to quickly resolve issues and clarify Section 106 review requirements.
Mr. Nelson also reached out to a group of industry representatives to hear from them about their interest
in the Section 106 review process. He mentioned a one-page flier that was prepared with great assistance
from an industry representative that talks about a program comment the ACHP adopted last May for
telecommunication projects.

Mr. Nelson highlighted the set of principles that the Administration advanced on infrastructure. He also
noted an effort to legislate the One Federal Decision Framework that has been put in place as a result of
Executive Order 13807.

Mr. Fowler said the Section 106 regulations have a number of tools embedded in them to adapt the
standard Section 106 process to the needs of an agency or a new program. The ACHP is working on one
dealing with an exemption for railroad rights-of-ways. He stressed to federal agency members the
importance of improving the delivery of infrastructure and other federal projects and urged them to look
at where there might be opportunities to use Section 106 tools.

The ACHP recently turned its attention to the energy transmission industry by putting together a working
group of about 20 industry people and the professional consultant community and hosted a meeting in
December at the Colorado School of Mines, which was ably facilitated by Blythe Semmer. Coming out of
that, staff put together a set of goals for the working group.

The general areas to explore are the following: methods to reduce review burdens, increase consistency of
Section 106 reviews, focus compliance efforts on activities with the greatest likelihood of affecting
historic properties, clarify federal lead agency roles for Section 106 review, and coordination of reviews.
Other goals include addressing the Appendix C-Section 106 disconnect, facilitating a more active and
productive working relationship between federal agencies and energy project proponents in Indian tribes,
and pursuing standards and resources to improve accessibility of digital information about the presence of
historic properties.

Grover Burthey gave an overview of what the Department of Transportation (DOT) has been doing since
the framework was released in February. Many of the cabinet members have been attending hearings on
the Hill, including Secretary Elaine Chao, who testified. Those hearings and events have led to various
requests for technical assistance and other follow-ups.



Mr. Burthey said it is obviously wide-reaching and not just surface transportation. It is across many forms
of infrastructure. He is optimistic that the attention and effort put into that will produce results through
different conduits. He noted that in the omnibus bill announced the previous night there was $300 million
appropriated to the nationally significant federal lands and tribal projects program. That program was part
of the FAST Act of 2015 that was authorized at $100 million per fiscal year but never had appropriated
funds.

The purpose of that program is specifically to provide funding for construction, reconstruction, and
rehabilitation of nationally significant projects on federal or tribal lands as managed by the Federal
Highway Program. Mr. Cassidy said at the National Trust there is broad support for the notion of faster,
better, smarter transportation and infrastructure projects. He suggested it is important to get information
on where places are located early in the transportation planning process instead of waiting for a Section
106 review of the preferred alternative.

Chairman Donaldson said his concern has long been that industry will pursue changes to the law without
preservationists’ input. He said it behooves federal agencies to make sure there is money to carry out
effective Section 106 reviews. If people do not know what is there, that creates delays.

Ms. Guen said on a large scale, mapping things is pretty much industry standard as of 10 years ago. The
only way to look at this is communication ahead of time. She suggested these projects must include
funding for the agency or infrastructure project to provide a short window of time and resources to
provide groups to digitize that information. Ms. Gaughen pointed out that she searched for the new
spending bill online and for the phrase “historic preservation,” and found in 2,232 pages, it came up only
seven times. She was unable to find how much of that money was going to be allocated to the THPOs.

She said a lot more needs to be done on the tribal level than just providing money for digitizing. If people
want to make these infrastructure projects proceed with efficiency through the tribal consultation process,
then that money needs to be provided at the ground level to even start some of these programs in the first
place. She added she is uneasy about the idea of money being provided for digitizing tribal resources,
because tribes do not want to share those things unless they have to. If this money is going to be attached
to a requirement that these resources be made available to whomever needs to see them for their project,
she thinks that is going to be a problem.

Mr. Franklin said digitizing is both the good and bad end of the sword. He thinks there are people in the
CRM industry who have taken advantage of information provided by tribes. His tribe found an alternate
way to do that along Highway One with Caltrans and for their entire ancestral lands. The California
Department of Transportation and the DOT will now have a way of giving that information in a culturally
appropriate way. He said tribes want to be able to participate in projects and consult, but it must be done
in a culturally appropriate way. Models are out there.

Chairman Donaldson recounted a successful project in California—the Desert Renewable Energy
Conservation Plan. It is an excellent example of how people can come together and look at these on a
landscape scale, not on a singular project scale.

Mr. Cassidy announced that the money provided to the tribes through the HPF is $11,485,000, which is
$1 million more than last year’s enacted level. He said people need to confront the issue of confidentiality
of archaeological and cultural resources and find a way to have data inform these processes at the earliest
possible stage of their planning.

Mr. Franklin reminded members about the wildfires that swept through California last fall and said it is
more important now than ever to get digital records and maintain some sense of confidentiality. Best



practices need to be established for federal agencies that have the responsibility to implement Section 106
and review and approve it.

Mr. Fowler asked about the advancement of the legislative principle about better aligning Section 4f and
Section 106. Mr. Burthey said the permitting provisions at large are of utmost significance in terms of the
overall package. He said DOT is concerned that sometimes the lack of transparency and lack of
predictability in a lot of these processes deter participants from trying to address the infrastructure needs.
He said Secretary Chao noted during her testimonies DOT is not trying to cut corners.

The main objective is to create a more predictable process, a timeline that has more accountability to it. It
would reduce the duplicative efforts without losing the integrity of these processes.

Jordan Tannenbaum asked if the CEQ-ACHP partnership was effective. Mr. Nelson responded that the
working relationship with CEQ and the nimble way the agencies can exchange ideas and information
about emerging issues has been beneficial to the ACHP. Ted Boling agreed, noting there is a strong
working relationship in the development of the legislative principles, as well as other projects and
efficiencies through the years.

Ms. Guen mentioned in the world of “we’re just supposed to get it done,” if there is a cultural change
needed, it really has to be cited by the leadership.

Rail and Transit Rights-of-Way

Mr. Cassidy said both ACHP and DOT staff brought the committee up to date on their work to develop
the program comment to exempt certain activities in rail and transit rights-of-way from Section 106
review, and also include other programmatic efficiencies that provide further Section 106 relief for the
rail and transit sector.

When the ACHP last met, staff was on the verge of sending the draft program comment out for review
among preservation and industry stakeholders and the public. The response to that request was
voluminous and has set the ACHP on a slightly different path.

Mr. Nelson reminded members that in December he had presented a draft program comment that included
both the core notion of exempted activities but also had additional provisions that would allow for a
resource-based approach to identifying historic properties and rights-of-way that might be excluded from
exemptions.

The ACHP shared that draft program comment with preservation partners, industry stakeholders, and the
public, and received more than 200 comments. Many people thought parts of it could be clarified or
augmented, and there was some concern among the preservation community about the resource-based
approach and how it was framed. Additionally, there was greater concern from industry and Senate staff
that to some extent, the document did not go far enough to solve their perceived challenges with carrying
out Section 106 review in rail and transit rights-of-way.

After meeting with Senate staff again, one of the things the ACHP learned is that from their perspective
the proposed program comment did not align with the Interstate Highway Exemption as it was legislated
to do. Mr. Nelson worked to pull together representatives from rail and transit to meet with the ACHP and
share their views on what their challenges were in carrying out Section 106 reviews in the rights-of-way
and how the ACHP might adapt this program comment to better address those challenges.

Mr. Nelson said out of the meetings came the idea that there was benefit in exploring adding another
component to this program comment, which is a resource-specific component regarding bridges. The



ACHP is currently working with DOT to explore how to add another element to the program comment
that would allow for the identification of bridges within a rail right-of-way or a transit right-of-way. The
draft program comment is now expected for a vote via unassembled meeting in May.

Federal Communications Commission Twilight Towers

Chairman Donaldson noted that “twilight towers” were put up between 2001 and 2005 without
compliance with Section 106. The ACHP is working with FCC to develop a program comment to address
the issues on these towers. The FCC says the locations of the “twilight towers™ are unknown. Since some
of them have been up for 17 years, the other assumption is if nobody has complained so far, they do not
likely present impacts to historic properties.

Mr. Cassidy said FCC Commissioner Brendan Carr joined the FAP Committee meeting and was very
forthright in discussing FCC’s effort to develop and present a proposed program comment on twilight
towers. There are a minimum of 4,000 or so of these towers.

Commissioner Carr informed the committee that FCC would include a commitment to carry out the same
type of Section 106 review that has already been applied to towers built before 2001. He further
elaborated that the program comment would not resolve or condone any harm that might have come to
historic properties as a result of the original tower construction but would simply allow for the collocation
of new equipment onto these existing towers.

FCC’s perspective is that collocating new equipment on the existing towers would pose less of an impact
to historic properties than building new towers.

Mr. Nelson said the ACHP agrees with FCC that a solution is heeded. What has been more challenging is
understanding what twilight towers are, how many there are, where they are, and whether they have any
potential to affect historic properties.

FCC is clear that some of them were subject to some form of Section 106 review, but some of them were
built without that benefit. FCC has been engaging the ACHP, NCSHPO, NATHPO, the National Trust,
and others in a dialogue about this.

Once the ACHP receives the program comment from FCC, it will have 45 days in which to act. It is
anticipated that some time in June, members will have this matter before them for a vote.

Chairman Donaldson said one thing Commissioner Carr said was how important the collocation is going
to be for emergency response, so that first responders can get in contact with a tower right away.

Brad White asked for clarification on the towers not going through Section 106. Mr. Nelson said the
challenge has been that FCC cannot quantify that ratio or really many other facts about these towers. They
extrapolate them from data they have at hand and have received from carriers. Both the ACHP and FCC
believe that many of them did go through something akin to a Section 106 review. However, FCC itself
was not consistently involved in the review. Likely there was some interaction between a carrier and a
SHPO and/or a THPO.

Mr. Nelson explained that the expectation is that collocations will typically involve going to existing
towers and adding additional rings of equipment, hanging more antennas on existing towers. The
challenge is that the preservation community sees this as a way to resolve the legacy issue of the original
construction of the towers.
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Mark Wolfe said NCSHPO conceptually agrees that collocation is advantageous in comparison to the
installation of additional towers. He said calling them “twilight towers” so they have a sexy name, makes
him a little angry. They are not twilight towers; they are towers that were installed in violation of
Section106. He said he understands that FCC does not know where they are, but there is ho mystery here.
Industry installed them, they maintained them, and now they are asking to be permitted to collocate
additional equipment on them. They know exactly where they are.

He said there has never been a suggestion that perhaps industry could be required to provide a list that
could be cross-indexed with the reviews that have been conducted. That would identify exactly what is
out there that was not permitted and the process could move forward from there.

Ms. Guen said it seems like a bullying effort that the companies are saying “we’re not going to get this
emergency broadband thing because you guys are holding us up.” She thinks that is not conducive to
open discussion or trust.

Her other concern is that there is a structural capacity of these towers, and should, over the next 20 years
they keep stacking receptors or antennas on top of them, that there should be some anticipation of what
happens when they need to rebuild the tower, because it is a twilight location.

Mr. Franklin said historic resources are not renewable. Once a historic property is gone, it’s gone. It is not
going to grow back again. A lot of these cell towers that were put in clearly were either just a failure to
regulate or follow-up on. Now there is the opportunity to take a look and say, “let’s correct whatever issue
happened there. If it was permitted, if it wasn’t, whatever, let’s double check and make sure that they’re
not going to continue to affect a historic property.”

Jill Springer came to the table and said one of the issues that Commissioner Carr went over is that there is
an FCC challenge regarding the licensing. These are towers to which the Commission issues a geographic
license. Using the spectrum in that area, the tower companies subsequently decide where to put these
towers. The time period is 2001 to 2004. In 2001, the ACHP worked with the FCC to develop a
nationwide Programmatic Agreement (nPA) for collocations.

Industry began to have better regulations and understanding of what they needed to do when they wanted
to put a collocation on a tower. The actual nPA that deals with tower construction was not put into place
until 2004. There was a changing dynamic and context with respect to communicating to industry what
the requirements were and what the rules were.

In 2012, the Middle Class Tax Act established FirstNet, which is developing a nationwide broadband
public safety network. They put within that legislation the requirements that FirstNet, in developing
statewide plans, tried to collocate antennas for this network instead of requiring the construction of new
antennas. These twilight towers represent a big resource as far as FirstNet goes.

FirstNet deployments will start in 2018. Having these towers be in limbo now is impeding their efforts to
develop that. Ms. Springer said she also noted some committee members suggested that better guidance
might be issued about how individuals who have concerns about towers that could possibly be twilight
towers could register complaints.

Katherine Slick discussed a cell tower near Taos Pueblo in New Mexico. Mr. Fowler noted it was a good
example of the kind of adverse effects that might exist with some of these towers. It is more than drilling
holes in buildings; it is something that has significant effects particularly with regard to viewsheds,
business, and tribal issues.



11

Mr. Tannenbaum asked if technically this was a foreclosure. Mr. Fowler answered that this case is not,
and the ACHP rarely reaches the level of determining that something is legally foreclosed.

VA Program Comment

Chairman Donaldson said VA is working on a program comment regarding its under-utilized properties.
Former Secretary David Shulkin launched an initiative to dispose of several hundred unused and
under-used VA properties. Many of these are on the National Register, and their future is in doubt right
now. He said VA turned to the ACHP right away to ask for help to provide some sort of reasonable
directions in the future of these properties.

Mr. Nelson said the ACHP is advising VA on developing a draft program comment that would set in
place a number of hierarchical procedures for considering the preservation impact that might occur from
the disposal of some 400-plus properties within their portfolio.

Generally speaking, there are procedures that streamline reviews for the more utilitarian structures they
may be disposing of; garages and sheds and other buildings that likely do not have high preservation
value, and perhaps other procedures that involve more consultation with the normal stakeholders when
those properties do have greater preservation value. There is also an interest in promoting the potential for
reuse, either among other federal agencies or private partnerships.

VA is working to put a Federal Register notice out in the coming days, seeking public comment on
developing this program comment, and after that, they will submit a formal request to the ACHP for a
program comment, perhaps at the end of April. The ACHP has a 45-day window and then would present
the program comment to members via an unassembled meeting likely by June.

Section 3 Report

Chairman Donaldson noted that every three years, a report is written on the stewardship of historic
properties under federal agencies’ jurisdiction. It is a report to the President for making recommendations
to improve federal stewardship. The report was submitted on time on February 15. He thanked staff for
the final report and said the quality and participation in this has improved substantially from previous
years, and it is all digital.

Mr. Cassidy said the FAP Committee discussion centered on an overview of the report’s distribution,
including how to deal with all the recommendations and how the agencies have dealt with
recommendations in the past.

The sense of the committee was to focus upon those recommendations that have a tie-in to infrastructure.
Mr. Nelson congratulated Tom McCulloch and Ms. Shrieves, who worked incredibly hard on this report.
He said this is the first substantial electronic report the ACHP has developed. The agency used a new
technology, which also has the ability to track how many people are reading it. He went through a variety
of highlights of the recommendations in the report. Many of the themes have appeared in past reports, and
the ACHP has already made significant progress in many of these areas. One of the things staff is doing in
preparation for the next business meeting cycle is to develop an action plan based on what should be the
highest priorities in implementing these recommendations.

Ms. Sullivan said the report should not be just a public relations document. If they are going to be
substantive, staff and members need to look at these findings and recommendations and figure a path
forward for things that will improve the federal agency programs. She suggested picking the ones that are
really important to the ACHP, and helping the staff prioritize their workload.



12

Mr. Fowler said he will follow up with the membership to seek their input on what the priorities should
be, and from the perspective of the federal agency members, what items are doable. What might have
some resonance with agency leadership to help them reach goals, and at the same time, carry out the
recommendations of the report?

Controversial Commemorative Works

Chairman Donaldson reminded the members of recent news stories regarding the treatment of
controversial commemorative works that have prompted the ACHP to develop policy and principles
addressing the topic. He recounted how he sent out a personal statement to members and then put together
a working group to try to develop a position that goes beyond Section 106 review and that would address
removal of some of these statues.

He thanked Ron Anzalone and Dru Null for their work on the policy statement. Mr. Anzalone came to the
table and stressed that the issue is very much a preservation concern, and that the policy statement is
something that needs to be straightforward and go beyond Section 106. He said the agency should make a
statement of value or potential value to localities and states, as well as local government and other parties
that are dealing with this issue outside the boundaries of Section 106.

He noted the draft policy statement has a brief statement of context and identifies who the ACHP is, what
the NHPA is, and why the ACHP is saying anything about this. Then there are guiding principles having
to do with stewardship, changing values, understanding the historical context of how these
commemorative pieces were erected in the first place, the historic significance associated with them, the
importance of consultation with a wide variety of parties to decide about the fate or disposition of these
works, making sure that those discussions were inclusive, and looking at a variety of alternatives on what
to do next.

There is a great opportunity to use these kinds of situations for educational purposes, making sure people
understand the history that is associated with them and memories that are positive and negative related to
the events and the individuals that have been memorialized.

Mr. Wolfe said the folks who were involved in the development of this policy were a thoughtful team. He
appreciated their dedication to this work, because it is an extremely controversial issue, and the end result
is very good. He said it can also be used to help guide decisions with respect to the naming of public
buildings—an issue raised in Texas and in other states.

Vice Chairman Forsman asked about the transfer of the Jefferson Davis statue at the University of Texas.
Mr. Wolfe said it was moved indoors to a history center on campus.

Mr. Franklin said it is a sensitive subject and commended the committee in taking a policy on a very
sensitive subject and turning it into a thoughtful process for others to reflect on, and their decisions to
move, hopefully, some of these things indoors. He said with his tribe, they teach to not forget the
atrocities of the past, but also do not let them define who they are. At some point, however, when we have
monuments to such incidents, they begin to define who we are, he said.

Ms. Sullivan asked if there was any discussion among the group about keeping the decisions local,
allowing the communities themselves to make those decisions and have this robust discussion.

Chairman Donaldson said there was, but the committee did not want to leave the impression that the
ACHP cannot deal with it and was just passing it off to the locals. In a lot of cases, the locals themselves
may not be as inclusive as you would think they would be, he said.
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Ms. Sullivan asked about historic significance in the context of some of these monuments. Chairman
Donaldson said a lot of these monuments have nothing to do with the spot that they are erected on, or the
time period, or anything else.

Ms. Gaughen said when these issues are publically controversial, and there are communities that have
opposing points of view about what should happen to these monuments, that the responsible and cautious
thing to do is to bear in mind that not every voice is equally valid.

Dorothy Lippert discussed a Travel Channel show she watched about a neighborhood in Pittsburgh that

had been demolished for an arena, and how that affected the culture and community negatively. She said
there is a clear link between what the ACHP is doing with Section 106 issues and with these issues over
monuments and memorials.

She suggested having links on the ACHP website to other documents regarding these issues. Mr. Fowler
cautioned as a government agency, staff needs to be careful about what it seems the ACHP is endorsing.

With a motion by Vice Chairman Forsman and second by Mr. Franklin, the members adopted the ACHP
Policy Statement on Controversial Commemorative Works in a unanimous vote. The Department of the
Interior (DOI) abstained.

Legislation

Mr. White said the previous week’s Preservation Advocacy Week attendance was good, about 175 people
attended, there were more than 200 meetings on the Hill, and 40 states were represented.

This kind of attendance is good for historic preservation and points to why the preservation community
has been successful in moving things forward. He highlighted the African American Civil Rights
Network bill which was signed into law earlier this year and congratulated the General Services
Administration on having the first site, located in the Main DOI building, to be recognized under the
network—the Marian Anderson mural.

The NPS recently released its 2017 report on the historic rehabilitation tax credit program. Some
numbers: almost $6 billion in private investments, more than 100,000 jobs created; over 40 years, there
have been 43,000 projects, $90 billion invested, and 2.5 million jobs created. Those jobs are local jobs.
These are not large developers coming in from other places but rather local community members.

Cultural Resources Fund—Ideas for the Future

The FCC and Class | railroads created the Cultural Resources Fund (CRF) as part of a settlement arising
from problems with Section 106 and Positive Train Control. The $10 million fund, with contributions
from eight freight railroads, was designed to assist Indian tribes and SHPOs in carrying out preservation
projects.

It is being administered by the MICA Group, and Ms. Slick also sits on the advisory committee
overseeing these grants. Peggy Mainor came to the table to share some of the results of the grants via a
PowerPoint presentation and present a compelling illustration of the value of grant assistance, provided
with a minimal formal process and maximum flexibility. Chairman Donaldson asked if the MICA website
links could be shared with members to see all the projects.

Ms. Slick said in three years, the fund has distributed $6.7 million in three grant phases. The grants are
$10,000 to $40,000. The CRF still has $2.5 million to distribute, and that will happen by the end of this
year. The total number of grants awarded so far is 367 in 41 states.
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One-third of the projects that were funded actually supported new database work, mapping, and GIS.
Thousands of sites and cultural places have been identified, mapped, and protected. In addition, 97 new
cultural programs for youth have come out of this program. One hundred two traditional cultural
knowledge collaborations have come out of it, and six new THPOs have been generated.

Mr. Fowler asked members to think about other opportunities to use mitigation funds from Section 106
projects to do these types of projects that are off-site, creative, innovative, and have longer term impact.
He asked how the ACHP might publicize these kinds of things as an example of what a minimal
investment with willing parties can create.

Building a More Inclusive Preservation Program

Luis Hoyos announced the ACHP has partnered with the Department of Education on a project called
History in Humboldt County. The idea is to craft interpretative objects that help interpret historic sites in
Humboldt County, California. The project is the result of a grant which will be creating a series of
projects in California, which the ACHP hopes will be replicated in other schools. Students learn new
technologies and new ways of digitally fabricating objects, and it might lead to further curricular
development in the high schools.

The Communications, Education, and Outreach Committee was also briefed on a project coming forth in
2018 that is a partnership with the National Trust’s HOPE Crew, the Western Center for Historic
Preservation, and Morgan State University in Baltimore, Maryland, which is an HBCU. Students will be
getting to know their historic campus much better, flagging and surveying their historic buildings, some
of which are in disrepair. At the same time, they will learn techniques about historic preservation and
fixing buildings. This increases awareness on the part of their student body, and hopefully increases
enrollment in preservation for African American youth.

The next project is very ambitious—an ACHP Speakers Bureau. Mr. Tannenbaum said the agency
already has a speakers program going on. Staff are now just going to start to collect the baseline
information where members and staff are speaking, and then going to see where members might speak,
looking for new opportunities for outreach. Staff will have a process for listing, publicizing what topics to
speak on, who can speak. Staff are going to prepare talking points so there will be a script to use.

When staff travel for on-site meetings and consultations, perhaps they can look for opportunities to speak
at a college, to a historical society, to a professional group about what the ACHP is doing. This also could
be something the ACHP Foundation would look to provide some funding support for.

Mr. Hoyos said the ACHP is moving forward with the ACHP-HUD Secretary’s Award for Excellence in
Historic Preservation. Nominations have closed, and the award will be presented during the summer
business meeting.

Chairman’s Goodbye

Chairman Donaldson noted this would likely be his last business meeting as chairman since the new
chairman may be confirmed by this summer. Chairman Donaldson thanked current and former council
members, like former Vice Chairman Clement Price, for all of their support. He acknowledged their
tremendous support especially the federal agencies, even though they change rapidly. He also thanked
staff for supporting him in a lot of the work.

Chairman Donaldson said he is proud of accomplishments during his tenure including efforts to build a
more inclusive preservation program and promoting youth in preservation. He wanted to make sure there
was more inclusiveness with tribes, a better relationship with them especially under Section 106, trying to
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understand their story. When he came on board, he was told that NATHPO was not a voting member of
the ACHP, and he was able to remedy that. Another accomplishment was making the Office of Native
American Affairs a separate office, and the diversity of council members.

He said he really appreciates everything and wanted to thank everyone from the bottom of his heart. It has
been a wonderful experience for him.

New Business

Mr. Fowler said while it is not certain what the timing is going to be for Ms. Jorjani’s confirmation, the
plan at the moment is to have some kind of welcoming event and thank you event at the summer business
meeting.

The next meetings are July 25-26 and November 7-8. The meeting adjourned at 12:25 p.m. with a motion
by Vice Chairman Forsman and second by Mr. Tannenbaum.

At the time of the Minutes distribution, the dates for the summer business meeting have been changed to
August 1-2, 2018.



